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Introduction
The productivity of its workforce is of vital importance to any commercial enterprise and it is therefore hardly surprising that job performance has been the focus of much research in organizational behavior. By far the most popular approach invokes the concept of job satisfaction to explain performance under the assumption that a high level of satisfaction leads to increased productivity on the job whereas dissatisfaction undermines productivity. Indeed, the proposed relation between job satisfaction and performance has been called the 'Holy Grail" of organizational behavior (Landy, 1989) . Various measures have been developed over the years to assess job satisfaction (e.g., Smith, 1974) as well as job performance (see Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000) , and a great number of studies have investigated the relation between these variables. The results of these efforts have been surprisingly disappointing; most studies have reported very low and often nonsignificant correlations. Indeed, a meta-analysis of 312 data sets by Judge, Thoresen, Bono, and Patton (2001) revealed a mean correlation of only .18 between job satisfaction and performance (see also Iaffaldano & Muchinsky, 1985) . Job Satisfaction, Effort, and Performance: A Reasoned Action Perspective 1969). Unfortunately, the prediction of performance from these five facets of job satisfaction has also been largely unsuccessful. In a meta-analytic review of relevant research (Kinicki, et al., 2002) , the mean correlation between facets of job satisfaction and performance ranged from a low of .13 for satisfaction with pay to a high of .21 for satisfaction with supervision; simultaneous consideration of all five facets produced little if any improvement in prediction.
Expectancy-Value Model of Attitude
In this article I try to explain the failure of job satisfaction measures to substantially account for job performance and offer an alternative approach to the prediction and explanation of productivity on the job, an approach based on the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991 (Ajzen, , 2012 . Because job satisfaction is essentially the attitude toward one's job (see, e.g., Robbins an object and attitude toward the object in terms of an expectancy-value (EV) model (Dabholkar, 1999; Feather, 1959 Feather, , 1982 .
Perhaps the most detailed formulation of the EV model of attitude was proposed by Fishbein (1963 Fishbein ( , 1967 ) on the basis of earlier work by Peak (1955) , Carlson (1956) , and Rosenberg (1956) . In this theory, people's evaluations of, or attitudes toward, an object are determined by their beliefs about the object, where a belief is defined as the subjective probability that the object has a certain attribute (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975 ).
The terms "object" and "attribute" are used in the ge- where A is the attitude toward the job (i.e., job satisfaction), bi is the strength of the belief (the subjective probability) that the job possesses attribute i, ei is the evaluation of attribute i, and the sum is over the number of accessible attributes. Clearly, for anyone inclined to rely on attitudes to predict and explain human behavior, these low correlations are extremely discouraging. And, as we saw earlier, this pattern in repeated in research on the relation between attitudes toward one's job, i.e., job satisfaction, and productivity.
The Principle of Compatibility
To understand why attitudes are often found to be poor predictors of behavior we must draw a distinction between two kinds of attitudes: general attitudes toward physical objects, institutions, groups, policies, or one's job-attitudes of the kind studied in most early research on the attitude-behavior relation; and attitudes toward performing particular behaviors (exercising, using contraception, getting a cancer screening, hiring a member of a minority group, participating in an election, using public transit, recycling, working long hours, and so forth). Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) formulated the principle of compatibility to help clarify the nature of the relation between verbal attitudes and overt actions. According to this principle, attitudes and behavior correlate with each other to the extent that they refer to the same action, target, context, and time elements. Measures of behavior typically involve a specific action (e.g., making friends) and target (e.g., a gay person), and often also a specific context (e.g., at work) and time frame (e.g., in the next 6 months).
By way of contrast, general attitudes (e.g., toward gays) identify only the target; they do not specify any particular action, context, or time element. This lack of compatibility, especially in the action element, is said to be at the root of the low and often nonsignificant correlations between general attitudes and specific behaviors directed at the target of the attitude. This is not to say, however, that general attitudes are irrelevant when it comes to the prediction of behavior.
According to the principle of compatibility, general attitudes predict broad patterns or aggregates of behavior. The weak correlation between job satisfaction and performance documented earlier is quite consistent with this analysis. According to the compatibility principle, job performance, being only one relatively specific aspect related to one's work, cannot be well predicted from a general attitude such as job satisfaction. Moreover, we must also realize that strictly speaking job performance is not a behavior but an outcome--the result of certain work-related behaviors (as well as situational factors to be considered below).
It follows that in order to understand the determinants of job performance we have to identify the behaviors that (together with situational factors) are the primary antecedents of productivity. Job satisfaction can be expected to influence performance only to the extent that it influences these behaviors in a favorable direction. However, even if job satisfaction were to have an effect on specific behaviors relevant to performance, unexpected outcomes may occur. For example, workers highly satisfied with their jobs may refrain from interacting with fellow employees under the assumption that this interferes with their work. However, a lack of effective communication among coworkers may actually reduce rather than increase productivity. In sum, due to low compatibility and the fact that productivity is an outcome, not a behavior, we cannot expect a strong direct relation between job satisfaction and performance. In the next section I consider an alternative approach to the prediction and understanding of job performance that, in accordance with the principle of compatibility, relies on an examination of its proximal antecedents.
Predicting Effort and Performance
Employees' performance on the job is arguably determined by their behaviors and by factors in the work environment that facilitate or interfere with productivity. In this section we focus on the behavioral contribution. Generally speaking, raising one's level of productivity will require increased effort which may, depending on the particular job, involve working longer hours, acquiring new skills, opening up new channels of communication, providing better feedback, and working faster. Attitudes could be assessed with respect to each of these specific behaviors, or with respect to the more broadly defined construct of effort.
The accessible beliefs that determine a person's attitude toward a particular behavior are beliefs about its likely consequences (Ajzen, 2005; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980 ).
In accordance with the expectancy-value model, the subjective value or evaluation of each accessible outcome contributes to the attitude in direct proportion to the person's subjective probability that performing the behavior will produce the outcome in question.
As discussed earlier, in the EV model the subjective probability of each outcome is multiplied by the evaluation of the outcome, and the resulting products are summed across all accessible outcomes.
To illustrate, in a pilot study on alcohol and drug use among college students, Armitage, Conner, Loach, and Willetts (1999) identified the following accessible beliefs about using alcohol and marijuana: "Makes me more sociable, " "Leads to me having poorer physical health, " "Will result in my becoming dependent on it, " "Will result in me getting into trouble with authority, " and "Makes me feel good. " In the main study, they assessed, on 7-point scales, the perceived likelihood that drinking alcohol and that using marijuana would produce each of these outcomes as well as the evaluation of each outcome. In addition, they measured attitudes toward the two behaviors directly by asking participants to evaluate each behavior on four bipolar adjective scales (bad-good, unfavorablefavorable, negative-positive, unsatisfying-satisfying).
With respect to drinking alcohol, this attitude measure correlated .58 with the summed likelihood x evaluation products; the corresponding correlation for using marijuana was .78. In the following section I discuss these disappointing findings in the context of the theory of planned behavior, a reasoned action model (Ajzen, 1991 (Ajzen, , 2012 ).
The Reasoned Action Approach to Job Performance
According to the expectancy-value (EV) model described earlier, attitudes are a function of beliefs about the object of the attitude. When applied to effort on the job, the beliefs in question are mostly beliefs about the likely consequences of exerting such effort. People can, of course, form many different beliefs about this or any other behavior, but it is assumed that only a relatively small number influence the attitude toward the behavior. It is these accessible beliefs that are considered to be the prevailing determinants of a person's attitude. Some correlational evidence is available to support the importance of belief accessibility. The subjective probability associated with a given belief, i.e., its strength, correlates with the frequency with which the belief is emitted spontaneously in a sample of respondents, i.e., with its accessibility (Fishbein, 1963 Perceived behavioral control. Finally, and equally important for our understanding of workplace productivity, is a third kind of consideration that, according to the TPB, influences intentions and actions. We noted earlier that enhanced job performance is a possible outcome of behaviors related to increased effort rather than a behavior in its own right. Many factors, internal and external to an individual, can facilitate or interfere with the attainment of this outcome. Employees should be able to act on their intentions to attain a certain level of performance to the extent that they have the information, intelligence, skills, abilities, and other internal factors required to do so and to the extent that they can overcome any external obstacles that may interfere with it (see Ajzen, 1985) . Perhaps less self-evident than the importance of actual control, but more interesting from a psychological perspective, is the role of perceived behavioral control -the extent to which people believe that they can attain a certain performance level if they are inclined to do so.
The conceptualization of perceived behavioral control in the TPB owes much to Albert Bandura's work on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977 (Bandura, , 1997 Prior to this task, they manipulated self-efficacy beliefs by means of the anchoring and adjustment heuristic (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974) . After drawing, ostensibly at random, either a relatively high number (18) or a relatively low number (4), participants were asked to indicate whether they thought they would be able to solve more, an equal number, or fewer problems than the number they had drawn, and-as a measure of self-efficacy-how many problems they thought they would be able to solve. The high anchor was found to produce a significantly higher level of perceived selfefficacy than the low anchor. The investigators then recorded how many times participants attempted to solve problems of a given type before switching to the second task. The results showed that participants in the high anchor condition persevered significantly longer on the unsolvable task than did participants in the low anchor condition, and this effect was completely mediated by perceived self-efficacy. 
Summary and Conclusions
For obvious practical and theoretical reasons, a great deal of research continues to be devoted to the identi- 
